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Senator Lasee’s Testimony |
Senate Bill 639
 Affordable Rental Housing Package

Everyone agrees that seeki'ng ways to incentivize more opportunities for
affordable housing is important. This package seeks to remove hurdles to
the creation of more affordable housing options for everyone.

SB 639 tackles problems that i lncrease costs for landlords then forcmg
landlords to increase rent for thelr tenants.

For example, government mandated inspection programs add hundreds of
dollars in extra fees for every unit owned by a landlord. These fees are then
passed on to tenants, some of whom are already struggling to pay rent
every month. Under our proposed legislation inspectors can use existing
code enforcement powers to cite and fine housing units that are in obvious
disrepair.

SB 639 examines other costly problems that were discouraging property
owners from the risks associated with providing affordable rental housing.
The bill amends state statutes to prevent tenants with animal allergies from
being displaced by fraudulent emotional support animals in a way that is
consistent with Federal Housing law.

The legislation creates provisions that will help landlords recover unpaid
rent and utility costs so the other tenants don tend up paylng for those who
aren’t paying their bills.

These reforms are needed because affordable hbusing is in demand and |
more property owners are needed to participate in provndlng the affordable ‘
housing that Wisconsin renters need. | ‘

Please support this thoughtful legislation. | o

Post Office Box 7882 ' Chair: Committee on Insurance and Housing 830 Spring Hills Court
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Senate Bill 639
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Room 411 South
Senate Bill 639: “The Affordable Renting Housing Act of 2017”

Senator Lasee and members of Insurance, Housing and Trade Committee, thank you for
affording me with the opportunity to testify on behalf of Senate Bill 639, “The
Affordable Rental Housing Act of 2017.”

Senate Bill 639 is designed to make it easier for landlords to provide Wisconsinites with
quality, clean, safe, and affordable housing. Senate Bill 639 affords owners of historic
properties with greater autonomy by allowing them to use materials, during the repair

and replacement process, that are substantially similar to the original. Original

materials are often very costly, do not have the same warranties, and are difficult to

obtain.

In an effort to create greater statewide uniformity, as it relates to rental housing
inspections, Senate Bill 639 maintains that municipalities are authorized to conduct
inspections upon a complaint. What is more, if a complaint is made, a record related to

said inspection must be completed.

Municipalities are prohibited, under this bill, from using aesthetics as a consideration

for rental housing inspections. Some municipalities throughout the state have
conducted rental housing inspections because they disliked the color of paint used on
interior walls. Tenants have every right to personalize their living space, unfettered

from government interference.

Senate Bill 639 establishes distinctions between assistance and emotional support
animals, making Wisconsin the first state to do so, statutorily. In essence, assistance
animals are trained to perform a task on behalf of their owner. This legislation preserves

HUD and fair housing guidelines for service animals, as eliminating these regulations
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would be a violation of federal law. Conversely, Senate Bill 639 stipulates that those
seeking to keep an “emotional support” animal show documentation from a state-
licensed health professional, acting within his or her scope of practice, of their disability
and disability-related need for the animal. This bill seeks to streamline the process by
ensuring that individuals who need animal companionship are afforded that right, not

discriminated against, and have a legitimate need for one of these animals.

Lastly, “The Affordable Rental Housing Act of 2017,” expedites the process of
eliminating the rental weatherization program. Act 59 eliminated this program effective
January 1, 2018. Senate Bill 639 provides that, on program elimination date, orders
related to the program issued by DSPS are void and unenforceable. This program is
outmoded and ineffectual. In fact, DSPS advocated for its removal in the 2017-19
biennial budget.

To date, we have had numerous meetings with stakeholders on both sides of many of
the issues that will be discussed today. I want to thank the League of Municipalities
specifically for coordinating a number of those meetings with local officials from across
the state. We have received extremely good feedback from them and now seek
additional feedback from the both the public and committee members today. I assure
you this bill is still fluid; amendments will be authored to address outstanding issues
and concerns. I will work with committee members and stakeholders to further

enhance this legislation.

I would, at this time, be more than willing to answer any questions members of the

committee might have. Thank you for your time and consideration.
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I own two buildings in downtown Stevens Point, WI. The first property | purchased was extensively
remodeled, including replacement all of the windows. When | first met with the historic district
committee and the city zoning department | was instructed that the windows on the fagade would need
to be made of wood or they had to be aluminum clad. | could use vinyl windows on the rear of the
building that had an overlay on them so that they looked the same as the other two options. | argued
but was not allowed to use the vinyl clad windows on the facade. At the time the city had a matching
funds program for improvements to facades in the historic district which helped to offset the cost. The
aluminum clad windows were three times the cost of the vinyl windows and you cannot tell a difference
from 10’ away much less the 30’ they are from the street.

My second building is sitting without any windows having been replaced. It simply has more windows
along the fagade than our first building did and the city’s matching funds program is no more. Because |
cannot use like kind materials we are stuck not replacing the windows and improving the fagade. If |
were allowed to use a vinyl window that is a third the cost and a better overall product that work would
have been completed already.

I understand and completely support the need for the historic districts and maintaining the look of the
historic buildings. Stevens Point’s downtown has a great feel and that needs to be maintained. But to
not allow like kind materials to be used in these historic districts significantly hurts the redevelopment
and improvement of these buildings.

The cost of the windows is not my only concern. Improvements in materials have allowed for better
materials to be used. They are low maintenance and have better thermal properties and longer useful
lives. Being forced to spend three times more on a product that will require more maintenance, be less
energy efficient and last half as long does not make any sense to me.

It is also a concern that any municipality can unilaterally place a property in a historic district without
the owner’s consent. It is important to me that an owner would need to consent to being placed in a
historic district. Often times because of the restrictions of those districts property values have seen
declines after being lumped into a designated historic district. We have several properties that are in a
proposed historic district that, while near some historic homes, have little historic significance
themselves. The burden of being in the historic district would limit the repairs we would take on at
those properties and they would in all likelihood not be maintained to the level they would had they not
been placed in a historic district given the cost of repairs to meet the historic district standards.

Thank you for your time

Noah Eschenbauch

Owner/Manager of mulitiple properties in Stevens Point Wi
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HOUSIN OUR MISSION: TO BE AN ADVOCATE FOR MEMBERS,
LIANCE FACILITATING RELATIONSHIPS WHICH EDUCATE,
THE VOICE OF FACTORY-BUILT HOUSING SUPPORT AND PROMOTE THE INDUSTRY

December 13, 2017

Dear Senate Committee on Insurance, Housing and Trade:
Thank you for allowing public testimony on SB639.

Wisconsin’s manufactured housing industry provides an important source of unsubsidized housing in Wisconsin. There
are currently 1066 manufactured home communities in the state occupied by nearly 54,000 proud homeowners and
their families.

The industry is in strong support of SB639 in its entirety, however, to keep my comments brief, | would like to simply
comment on a few of the provisions.

The Wisconsin Housing Alliance fields questions multiple time per week regarding the significant increase in several
tenants needing an emotional support animal. There are families that have requested one pit bull for each member of
the family and the doctor was willing to state in writing that this was necessary. In another situation, a child needed an
alligator for ADHD. One medical professional’s note was written by a California marriage counselor to a man in Fond du
Lac, Wisconsin. | believe being able to state that Wisconsin Statutes provide a penalty for falsifying the need by an
individual or a medical professional would assist in differentiating a true need vs. someone who just wants a dangerous
breed dog. Rental communities must maintain safety, cleanliness and peace for all residents and the emotional
support/comfort animal scenario has gotten completely out of control.

The State of Wisconsin has been making strides to keep property taxes reasonable. Unfortunately, this has led to the
proliferation of fees for almost everything. These fees are often unreasonable. The provisions in this bill will require
rental unit inspection fees to be uniform and those fees may not exceed actual and direct costs for performing the
inspection. This is very important so that inspection fees do not become supplemental revenue in lieu of increased
property taxes.

This bill is comprehensive and necessary to keep affordable housing in Wisconsin. The manufactured housing industry
supports SB639 and | urge all of you to as well. Thank you!

Sincerely,

ey Bla0

Amy Bliss
Executive Director
Amy@housingalliance.us

258 Corporate Drive phone (608) 255-3131
Suite 200C fax (608) 255-5595
Madison, W1 53714 www.housingalliance.us
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To: Senate Committee on Insurance, Housing, and Trade
December 13, 2017
Re: SB639

| am writing to voice my concerns about the historic preservation portion of this bill. The language is
very vague and this will lead to inconsistency from community to community and also within the same
community.

National Register is honorific only and the federal government relies on the local governments to
protect their historic properties. This protection comes from local landmark ordinances. The majority of
landmarks commissions in the state utilize the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for historic
properties to bring consistency to their decisions. These standards do allow for substitute materials and
carefully define what characteristics to consider when choosing a substitute material. According to the
standards, some of the aesthetic characteristics to consider for substitute material are texture,
reflectivity, color, and original finish. Not only are the aesthetic characteristics important to look at
when choosing a substitute material, the physical properties are also important. Examples of the
physical properties that should be examined when choosing a substitute material are the thermal
expansion and contraction, the chemical composition, and the permeability to moisture of the
substitute material. These physical properties, if not carefully considered, can actually cause damage to
the remaining historic materials and the building. SB639 does not define what characteristics to
consider when deciding if the appearance is similar nor does it define who decides on whether it is
similar. Is the ordinary observer the owner or the commission? This vagueness will open up
municipalities and commissions to lawsuits.

An unintended consequence of this bill may be that some properties will no longer be eligible for future
historic tax credits by current owners or future owners. When considering whether a building is eligible
for the historic tax credits, the property needs to be historically significant to qualify. Alterations such as
replacing original historic materials with substitute material can diminish the historical significance of a
property resulting in the subsequent loss of eligibility for the historic tax credit. If this happens, does this
open up municipalities and commissions to lawsuits because of the loss of the historic tax credit?

In addition, because Wisconsin already requires that all preservation ordinances have an appeal process
to elected officials, | feel that the historic preservation portion of this bill is unnecessary. Because of this
and the vagueness of the language, | am asking you to remove the historic preservation portion of
SB639.

Thank you,

Mary Emery
President
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To:  Senate Committee on Insurance, Housing, and Trade

From: Curt Witynski, J.D., Deputy Executive Director, League of Wisconsin Municipalities

Date: December 13, 2017

Re:  SB 639, Limiting authority of local governments to regulate and inspect rental
properties.

The League of Wisconsin Municipalities strongly opposes SB 639 as introduced. While we
appreciate the authors’ willingness to meet with us to discuss and negotiate possible changes to
earlier versions of this bill, we are disappointed that the bill as introduced does not include
some of the key modifications we sought.

Our top five concerns about the bill are:

Section 8 — Limiting Rental Inspections to Complaint Basis Only. Our biggest concern
about this bill is that it deletes compromise language inserted into last session’s landlord
legislation clearly allowing communities to establish and implement systematic rental unit
inspection programs to ensure health and safety of tenants and neighbors. It is imperative that
municipalities have the flexibility to enact and enforce a system of regularly scheduled rental
unit inspection programs not based exclusively on complaints. This change in the law protects
irresponsible landlords while jeopardizing the health and safety of students, families, and other
vulnerable individuals living in potentially dangerous conditions who decline to file complaints
to avoid being evicted.

Section 10 — Prohibiting Landlord Registration Fees outside of Milwaukee. While the bill
allows Milwaukee to charge a fee covering the reasonable and direct costs of implementing a
landlord registration requirement, no other local government in the state may recover its
landlord registration program costs. This doesn’t make any sense. We urge that the same fee
enabling language apply statewide. If necessary, consider placing a cap on registration fees,
but allow communities to cover their expenses.

Section 17 — Requiring notice by first class mail to landlords prior to imposing a charge
for enforcing ordinances related to noxious weeds, electronic waste, or other building or
property maintenance standards. Municipalities could live with this provision if it simply
required communities to email or text property owners if they sign-up with the municipality to
receive such notification. Such an opt-in approach would save postage and time, but still
ensure notice for those requesting it. Also we asked that the following exception be included in
any such notice requirement: “This section does not apply to the clearing of snow and ice from
sidewalks, or to violations that create an imminent danger to public health, safety or welfare.”
Section 23 — Definition of “aesthetic considerations” is open ended. This provision
prohibits municipalities from regulating the aesthetics of the interiors of homes. We are
concerned that the definition of “aesthetic considerations™ is too broad. We recommend that it
““aesthetic considerations” are considerations
relating to color, and texture and design that are unrelated to health or safety.”

Your Voice. Your Wisconsin.




5. Section 14 — Deleting the Levy Limit Reduction exception for garbage collection by a
political subdivision owning a Landfill in 2013. This exception was put into place at the
request of the City of Superior several years ago and its elimination would have significant
negative impacts on that city, which has come to rely on it.

Before closing, I should acknowledge that there is one provision in the bill that we support.
Section 15 limits the negative adjustment for fee revenues on covered services under the levy limit
law. Notwithstanding this positive provision, League urges you to vote against recommending
passage of SB 639. Thanks for considering our comments.


































































